
UNITED ’ ITES ENWRONMENTAL PROTECTION ‘IENCY 
REGION 2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 100~7-1866 

CERTIFIED MALL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Paul A. Rakowski, P.E., DEE 
Head, Environmental Program Branch 
Environmental D:,:lrision, 
Atlantic Division QANTDIV), Code 182 
Naval Facilities E~;ngineering Command 
15 10 Gilbert Stre1z.t 
Norfolk, VA 235 ‘I 1-2699 

Re: Naval Station Roosevelt Roads - EPA ID # PR2170027203 
EPA Commentson draft RF1 report for SWMU #9 dated March 6,1998 

Dear Mr. Rakow&i* . 

The .United State:; Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 2 has completed its review of 
the two volume draft RF1 report for SWMU #9 (the Report), transmitted on behalf of the Navy 
by Baker Environmental, Inc’s (your contractor’s) letter of March 9, 1998. SWMU #9 is 
comprised of six large underground fuel storage tanks, ,located in three geographically separated 
areas, which have been designated A, B, and C, as follows: 

Area A: Tanks 212 and 213 
Area B: Tanks 214 and 215 
Area C: Tanks 216 and 217. 

Contaminant imjl&s on the three areas vary, due to their geographic separation from one 
another. Areas A and B are relatively close to one another. Area C is quite isolated from Areas A 
and B, and the RIFI investigations have not included those areas (consisting largely of mangrove 
wetlands) between the A and B locale and Area C. The Report gives separate recommendations 
for each Area, and EPA concurs that final decisions for each can be made separately. 



2 1, 1998 Evaluation prepared by EPA’s contractor, 
data gaps in site characterization, inadequate evaluation of 

documentation of future restricted site usage and non- 
For these reasons, EPA does approve the Report as submitted, or, at 

action recommendations made f6r any of the three areas (Areas A, B, 62 
Some of EPA’s most significant concerns are discussed below. 

I. BenzenefloluknelPlume Delineation 
i j 1 

Benzene was de[tected in the groundwater at well 9MW-02R (sample 9GWO2R), located 
approximately midway between areas A and B, at a concentration of 4,900 t&l, and toIuene at a 
concentration ofi 4 1 b0 ug0. The benzene concentration is almost three orders of magnitude 
above the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for benzene of 5 ug/l, pursuant to 
40 CFR $141.6;t). The toluene concentration exceeds its respective:MCL of 1000 ug/l by a 
factor of 4. Although MCLs are drinking water standards, they are also accepted as “action, 
levels” (standards upon which to require further investigation) for RCRA corrective action 
investigations, though are not necessarily used for setting clean-up levels. In fact the usage of 
MCLs for action le?els is discussed in the 1994 Final RCRA permit for Roosevelt Roads. 

I 
The benzene and toluene plume(s) penetrated by well 9MW-02R cannot be considered 
adequately delineatd:d. No benzene or toluene plume (isopletb) map(s) has been submitted, and 
there is not adequate information to construct such contours, due to the wide spacing of wells, the 
insufficient definitrc n 4 of groundwater flow directions in the area (see discussion below regarding 
groundwater e&atibn data from Phase II wells), and the absence of any wells directly north or 
east of that location (9MW-02R). Also, the source for the benzene and toluene seen in well 
9MW-02R is no,1 detied, since the well is not in immediate proximity to any of the fuel storage 
tanks* .! 

Soil and ground~ater analytical data points have been established approximately midway 
between Areas A a&B, at wells 9MW-02R and 9MW-02N, during the Phase II investigations 
for this SWMU implemented in September 1997. However, groundwaterelevation data from 
these two key wiklls (and also well 9MW-02s) is not listed in the Report or on the submitted well 
logs, or incorpo$ated into the groundwater elevation/gradient maps included with the Report 
(even though wzrter J Li ble points are shown on Figure 4-3, a “Hydrogeologic Cross-Section”, the 
exact elevationsare not listed). As a result, EPA cannot determine: 

II 
1) if the &ells are screened across the water table as required 
9MW-O$, ’ 

Pt should be noted that well 
hich EPA 

F 
required to be installed as a replacement to 9MW-02 since that 

well screbn / id not straddle the water table, had a petroleum odor described on its well 
log from!!8 f et to 17 feet below surface, and elevated PID readings from 8 feet to the total 

it depth of :22 eet (refer to Appendix C of the Report)], or 
;i 
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lit relationship of well 9MW-02R to the Area A and B tanks, and 

elevation and gradient data from the Phase II wells incorporated 
to assess the likely configuration of the benzene/toluene 

< 

Therefore, EPAiirequests the Navy to submit groundwater elevation data Corn all Phase II (1997) 
wells, and submit a groundwater elevation/gradient map reflecting groundwater elevations from. 
the Phase II (19197) wells 9MW-02R, -02N, and -02s. Also, EPA requires a more complete 

. delineation of the b B nzene/toluene plume(s), before a no further action recommendation can be 
approved. ‘/ 

II 
II. Evaluation oiPctentia1 Human Health Risk 

// 
In regards to possible potential risk(s) to human health from consumption of groundwater 
impacted by this SWMU, as discussed in the enclosed TechLaw comments, calculating the 
reasonable maxim u!Tl exposure @ME) concentration for benzene at the 95th. percent upper 

of the measured concentrations, results in a benzene 
878 @liter. Utilizing that concentration in calculating 
risk being indicated for both adults and children (2.4~10~ 

from possible future consumption of groundwater. 

be revaluated (recalculated) based on the more fully delineated 
relatively high benzene and toluene concentrations in the 
groundwater monitoring may be warranted to document that the 

contaminant coricentrations are not increasing; however, the final decision on that should await 
more complete delmeation of the benzerie/toluene plume. 

Also, even thou& groundwater at this site is not currently used as a drinking water source, 
following compl/ete plume delineation, EPA would require documentation of the non-potability 

information/calculations) of the impacted groundwater,, 
is made based on such a condition (non-usage of 

EPA would requimlocumentation (such as certification by the 
or some other enforceable document) of restricted future usage for 
no further action recommendation is based on restricted site usage: . 

III. Evaluation 0% Possible Environmental Imnacts 
:I 

Also, in order fc& EPA to approve a no lirrther action determination, besides no unacceptable 
eing indicated, no unacceptable impacts to the environment mustbe 
mmental Risk Assessment (ERA) was notconducted for this SWMU, even 
lirectly adjacent to wetlands connected to surface water bodies. Therefore, 
ate that this SWMU poses no unacceptable risks to the environment, an ERA 

human health ri&s i 
indicated. An E!evd 
though it is locaiied 
in order to dem&st 

i/ ii 

; j 
I 
I 
/ 
ij 
:/ 
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evaluation needs! to be conducted. 

i 

The evaluation should determine whether ecological receptors 
may be exposed’ho 
receptors, and p(,, tet \ 
ecological recepfor: 

ite-related contaminants by describing conditions at the site, potential 
tial exposure pathways. If exposure pathways are present, then the risk to 
needs to be characterized in accordance with the following guidance: 

l 
;Can 

E;nvi 

. P:l.OI: 

u!S. ,/’ 
: j 

Conclusions/RerM 

{ 
Within 50 days of y 
comments (inch/dir 
comments and r&o 
evaluation. Hooiev 
TechLaw’s revieiw, 
Edison, New Jersey 
data packages (inch 
DESA, via Bake1 E 

I 
Also, as discussId 

I 
1)aworkpl 
02R, andj to 

1/ 

2) either lan 

;/I 
In addition, prio:b to 
submit documemati 
applicable requi$zzr 

.I 

Please telephoni! M 
regarding any ofjth~ 

./ 

Sincerely yours,:l 

Nicoletta Di Forke 
Chief, Caribbe&h S 
RCRA Program! B 

! 
I 

I{ 

ework for,Ecological Risk Assessment. 1992. Risk Assessment Forum, U.S. 
‘onmental Protection Agency. EPA/63O/R-92/001; and, 

)sed Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment. Risk Assessment Forum, 
Environmental Protection Agency. EPA/630/R-95/002B. 

:ments 

)ur receipt of this letter, please submit a written response to the above 
5 a groundwater elevation/gradient map incorporating Phase II wells), and all 
amendations given in Sections 3.0,4.0,5.0 and 6.0 of the enclosed TechLaw 
:r, the Navy does not need to address comment #l in Section 3.0 of 
;ince EPA’s Division of Environmental Science and Assessment (DESA) in 
will review the quality of the analytical data, and copies of the analytical 
ding QA/QC information) have been provided to Mr. Leon Lazarus of 
~vironmental’s transmittal letter of March 27,1998. 

rreviously, please submit within 50 days of your receipt of this letter: 

m to fully delineate the benzene/toluene plume(s) encountered in well 9MW- 
iddress any other data gaps noted in the attached TechLaw comments, and 

nvironrnental risk assessment, or a work plan to complete one. 

any approval of a no further action determination for this SWMU, please 
In that Tanks 212,213,214,215,216, and 217 are in compliance with the 
:nts of 40 CFR 6 280. 

- 
a. Tim Gordon of my staff at (2 12) 637-4167 if you have any questions 
above. 

ction 
anch 
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Enclosure: TechIbav 

I 

cc: Mr. Israej! Tc 
Ms. Madtbr 

Tes, PREQB, with encl. 

Mr. Chistbpl 
) Rivera, NAVSTA Roosevelt Roa&, with encl. 
:r Penny, LANTDIV, with encl. 

Mr. Tom,Ib er, Baker Environmckal, with encl. 
Ms. Luz $4~ lel-Diaz, PREQB, with encl. 
Mr. Wiltib Soold (for Adam Balough), TechLaw Inc., w/o encl. 

,/--. 
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comments of May 2 1,1998 
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i; S&MU 9 RCRA FACILITY INVESTIGATION REPORT 
I ji NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS 
ii :CEIBA, PUERTO RICO 

Submitted to: 

Ms. Elizabeth VanRabenswaay 
Regional Project Officer 

U. S.. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 

290 Broadway, 22nd Floor 
New York, New York 10007 

Submitted by: 

TechLaw, Inc. 
122 East 42nd Street 

Suite 2200 
New York, New York 10168 

May 21, 1998 
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jl SWMU 9 RCRA FACILITY INVESTIGATION REPORT 

Ij NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS 
I/ t CEIBA, PUERTO RICO 

Agency (EPA) has requested support for technical review of 
Facility Investigation (RFI) of the U.S. Naval Station 

Puerto Rico. TechLaw has assigned this project to 
Contract under Work Assignment No. RO2Oi10. 

/i 
The NSRR is locat’ed on the east coast of Puerto Rico in the municipality of Ceiba, 
approximately I$3 miles southeast of San Juan. The primary mission of NSRR is to provide full 
support for the ;At’antic Fleet weapons training and development activities. NSRR is currently 
operating undei/ a Draft RCRA Corrective Action Permit that includes varying degrees of work at 
28 Solid Waste/Management Units (SWMUs) and three Areas of Concern (AOCs). 

!I .‘. 
EPA requested:ithe TechLaw Team to review the Dra$ RCRA Facility Investigation Report for 
SWMUP, Volqzes 1 and 2, dated March 6,199s. 

:; .’ 
The TechLaw ?eam’s report presents evaluations of the Draft RF1 SWMU 9 Investigation 
Report. The r&hod and objective of this evaluation are presented in Section 2.0. General 
comments are presented in Section 3.0. Page-Specific Comments are detailed in Section 4.0; 
Editorial Comnben b are detailed in Section 5.0; and, Recommendations are presented in Section 
6.0. 

Pursuant to the /EPA Work Assignment Manager’s (WAM’s) Technical Directive dated March 9, 
1998, the TechLaw Team reviewed the draft RFI SWMU 9 Investigation Report, in particular 
Sections 3.0,4:‘0,5.0,6.0, and 7.0 with respect to the adequacy and acceptability of investigation 
activities and c&&sions and analytical results. The following documents were considered 
during the reviiiw: 

ii . Investigation, NSSR, P.R. prepared by Baker Environmental, Inc., 

. Risk As!resyent Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume I: Human Health Evaluation 
Manual; (Iart A) Interim Final, 540/l/-89, December 1989; and, Development of 
Risk-B~~e~Preliminary Remediation Goals (Part B) publication 9285.7-OlB, Decembjer 
1991, P,B92-963333; 



. 8PA Region III Risk-Based Concentration Table, October 22, 1997; 
.I 

. Human iiealth Evaluation Manual, Supplemental Guidance: ‘Standard Default 
Exposures F?ctors” OSWER Directive 928.6-03 (EPA, March 25, 1991); 

/ 

Calculating the Concentration Term, (publication . 

. Principles and Applications (EPA 600/8-91/001B, 

,i 
Office of Remedial Response. EFA, 1988. 

Of5ce of Health and Environmental Assessment. EPA, 

risk assessment complied with the methodology 
presented in EP:k guidance, the TechLaw Team performed a quality control check on all 

,,Y--~ associated tablel$ and appendices. Ten percent of the detection frequency and range data 

I presented in Tal)lesi 6-1 through 6-3 were compared to Section 5.0 tables and all listed industrial 
and residential REV& were compared to the EPA Region III Risk-Based Concentration Table, 
dated October 22,1997. All information presented in Tables 6-5 through 6-13 and appendices 
K, L, and M, wib reviewed and all calculations checked. 

,j 
3.0 GENE+L COMMENTS 

ii 
The following i$ a list of general comments regarding the report. 

! ! 
1. The ,qu&ty of the anaIytical data can not be confiied by using the information 

containe’ld in th& report. The report does not present sufficient raw data to confirm the 
accuraci\ o the tabulated data presented in Appendices H & I. The tabulated results 1 appear to be validated based on the data qualifiers presented in the tables, but this can not 
be verified !vithout validation reports which were not included. A statement on the 

in the RPI report can not be made without first verifying 
of the reported results. In order to review the accuracy and 

reported results, the following items must be included: 
, 

of the analytical data packages, including tabulated results and all 
raw data, QAIQC information, standards information, laboratory 
instrument printouts, and detailed example calculations which would. 

reviewer to reproduce all results reported, and 
. i;opbees of the data validation reports to assess the data qualifier actions that were 

apphed to the reported results. 

ii 
! 
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2. In general, tl 
guidance.1 wi 
comments. 1 
further j&if 
significahy 
ug/l) and:jthe 
concentrihtio: 
arithmetit m 
ingestion;/ of 
As a resuft, 1 

I 
. Piov 

&al 
/I, 

. Pbov: 
(i&r1 
s&i1 i 
,i 

. h&l’ 
dkve 
e,jmh 
#i 

3. An Enviilom 
unaccepi~bh 
evalua& sl 
contaminant 
exposure/ pal 
needs to ibe 1 

‘I 1 

. 

,,@-I’., 
I’ 

e human health risk assessment performed for SWMU 9 complied with EPA 
h a few minor exceptions which are discussed below under page-specific 
[owever, the Navy’s recommendation for no further action at the site needs 
cation. Benzene concentrations in ground water were detected at levels 
above the MCL (maximum concentration of 4,900 ug/l versus the MCL of !j 
USEPA Region III COC value (0.36 ug/l). In addition, the RME benzene 
L of 878 ug/l (which is the 95-percent upper confidence limit of the 
:an concentration) resulted in estimated incremental lifetime cancer risks for 
;rotmdwater of 2.4x1 O-4 andJ.4xlO-4 for adults and children, respectively. 
rhile future use of site ground water appears unlikely, the Navy must: 

;te data (salinity and aquifer yield) demonstrating that the aquifer is not a 
le water source; 

de for long term monitoring of the aquifer to ensure levels do not increase 
ased levels may result in risks via other pathways such as migration through 
tto indoor air spaces or ecological risks); and, 

ment deed restrictions on the site which will effectively prevent any 
opment of the site for uses other than its current use, without further 
ation of risk to ,human health. 

lental Risk Assessment was not conducted. In order to demonstrate that no 
risk to the environment exists, an evaluation needs to be conducted. The 
ould determine whether ecological receptors may be exposed to site-related1 
I by describing conditions at the site, potential retieptors, and potential 
Iways. If exposure pathways are present, then the risk to ecological receptors 
haracterized in accordance with the following guidance: 

swork for Ecological Risk Assessment; 1992. Risk Assessment Forum, U.S. 
E/r&ronmental Protection Agency. EPA/63O/R-92/001; and, 

II . Proposed Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment. Risk Assessment Forum, 
1j.S. Environmental Protection Agency. EPA/630/R-95/002B. 
I 

4.0 PAGE!jPICIFIC COMMENTS 
, 

. / 
Pape 4-8. Sectun4.4.2. PamgrakZ 1 

Ground water f&w direction for Area A must be documented as inferred, as there are insufficient 
downgradient d:&a Fontrol points. 

presented for 13GW03 and 13GWO2 does not appear to be accurate. 
hydraulic gradient presented for Area A does not appear to be 
must be rechecked and corrected. 



appear in the slug test plots provided in Appendix F. Specifically, 
of the well, including the gravel pack) for 9-MWO2N, 

as 0.46 feet. The inputs should be 0.26 feet (6.25 inch 
Additionally, the rc input (rc = radius of well casing) for 9-MWO2S is 

9-MWO2S should be 0.083 feet. The slug test data must be 
re-analyzed withlthe correct input parameters and the document updated accordingly. 

Table 4-3. and J&,rre 4-5 
Several inconsisl!en~ in groundwater elevations were identified betweeen Table 4-2 and Figure 
4-5. Groundwatek elevations for wells 13GWll and 13GWO9 in Table 4-2 are reported as 97.82 
and 100.20 fVms1; respectively, but are presented on Figure 4-5 as 95.08 and 101.40 IVmsl, 
respectively. Alrio, ihe groundwater elevation for well 13GWO5 is presented on the contour map 
but not in Table lk-21 Table 4-2 and Figure 4-5 must be cross-checked for consistency and 
revised as approlbriate. 

.i 

Table 5-l throt&J& 
Background am&tidal results presented in Tables 5-l through 5-6 could not be verified since 
analytical data sheets for background samples were not included in the analytical laboratory 
results provided:$ Appendix H. The analytical data sheets must be submitted as an addendum 
so the values car ‘i be reviewed. 

I 

TabIe 5-30. Pag& 
For well 9GW02.@, @ oncentrations of Gasoline and Diesel Range Organics, Ethylbenzene, 
Toluene, and Xylen? (total) are. inconsistent with results reported in Appendix H. According to 
Appendix H, theiresults for 9GW02R were “NA”. Data presented in Table 5-30 should be 
reviewed for co&is tl ency with Appendix H and the report revised as appropriate. Also, the 
Toluene result f$9GWO2S should read 3U not 3, based on results presented in Appendix H. 

. :I - 
“...due to a lack of toxicity criteriq-TPH w&as n.ot evahtated in the 

This Section should also state that increased risk from exposure to 
of TPH is further evaluated in Section 6.5, Sources of Uncertainty. 

Pape 6 
. : j - 8. Sectrollx 6.1.2.h 1. Pace 6-14. Section 6.2.3. Paragrar>h 3. and page 6-18. 

Section 6.2,&l.J1~ 
Total, rather tlrar/ dilsolved, inorganic results need to be quantitatively evaluated in the risk 
assessment. It 1s) no 

It 
appropriate to assume dissolved more closely approximates exposure 

conditions at the/tap, wherrthe actual characteristics of a possible future water supply are 
unknown. The quantitative risk assessment must be revised to include total inorganic results. 

.I I ,’ Ewe 6-14. Sectbg 6.2.X P ar& 
A description of.1 e access restrictions must be includedThe description should demonstrate 
how access by recreational users/trespassers will be prevented. 

II :I 

,,--*‘ 



being utilized as potable water due to 
Data which demonstrates the poor quality and low yields of the 

potential for elevated levels of volatile 
organic compoubds in groundwater to migrate from the groundwater, through the soil gas in the 
overlying unsat&ated soil and into buildings through pores, cracks or openings in any building 
foundations locakd at the site. If a quantitative evaluation of this exposure pathway is deemed 
unnecessary, justification for this determination needs to be presented in this section on exposure 
pathways. 4 

I 

&ye 6-22 11 
The EPA’s Humh Health Evaluation Manual, Development of Risk-Based Preliminary 

osure Assessment: 

input parameters for inhalation of contaminated air 
represents a reasonable upper-bound inhalation rate fo:r 

ut parameters for respiration rate and exposure time, 
m3 per 8-hour workday, were utilized in this risk 

respiration rate and exposure time must be changed to 
r 8-hour workday,for current on-site workers and future 

The conclusion .~must state that organic contamination is present in ground water at Area A above 
MCLs. Addit,&$, the conclusion must discuss that the extent of organic and inorganic 
contamination i;!r on-site soil has been delineated only using industrial screening criteria 
exceedances, a& not residential criterib. 

i I . ,; 
Pape 7-l. Secug 712.1. Pw 
The source of el$vaked levels of organic and inorganic contamination identified in soil and 
ground water at,9MWO2 has not been determined. The extent of contamination in this area is 
unknown. The &o&fusions must include the fact that the contaminants identified along Manila 
Bay Street are a,ho&alous to Area A site conditions and the conceptual site model utilized for the 

! 
i/ 
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RPI, and that fur/her investigation near 9MW02 is warranted. 
I 

Pge7-2.Sactxo.n 
.,i / 

TLe conclusion for Area B must irrilude the fact that the extent of organic contamination in 
ground water ha:/ not been delineated on-site. The conclusions must state that the extent of 
inorganic conta&n&ion in soil has not been delineated to the extent those residential screening 
criteria are exceeded. 

;I 
. !I 

e 7-3. Se&on 7.2.3. Paraom&J 
The conclusion C must include the fact that the extent of inorganic contamination in 

conditions. Additionally, the conclusion must state that organic 
in ground water on-site at levels above MCLs, and the extent 
not been delineated. 

must be completed to delineate the extent of organic and 
soil and ground water. Of specific note, the RF1 must include 

of the anomalous contaminant detections in soil and 
ground water at $Mp2, and the extent of organic ground water contamination in the area of the 
Disposal Pit. A ‘tecommendation of No Further Action for the site must be removed. 

:/ ; 
. :I 

Paye 7 3. Sectron 7.0.1. Parama.pU - 
Additional information required to justify the “no further action recommendation”, includes the 
following: 1) p&ide data (salinity and aquifer yield) demonstrating that the aquifer is not a 
potable water X&XX!, 2) provide for long term monitoring of the aquifer to ensure levels do not 
increase (increasbd ievels may result in risks via other pathways such as migration through soil 
into indoor air spa& or ecological risks), and 3) implement deed restrictions on the site which 
will effectively predent w development of the site for uses other than its current use, without 
further evaluatio/r of risk to human health. 

Pave 7-3. Sectiolh 
The reeommend@ioh for Area B must include additional ground water monitoring well 
installation, sampling, and analysis to delineate the extent of organic contamination. Surface and 
subsurface soils nu.&be characterized at thelocation of the disposal pit. The recommendation 
for no further a&on at the site is not appropriate until the extent of contamination has been 
determined. 11 
&3ge 7-3. Secti& 7.8.3 
The recommendatiob for Area C must include additional sampling and analysis of ground water 
to delineate the extent of ground water aontamination, which is above MCLs. A hypothesis must 
be developed for{ the source of organic contamination identified in on-site ground water, and 
utilize this info&at/on to refine the conceptual site model and the sampling plan, as needed. The 
recommendationl for no further action is not appropriate until the extent and source of 
contamination h;& b, ke n determined. 
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The document mus 
evaluated in the$e t 

1 
5.0 EDITO+P 

include the target organ and toxic effect for each noncarcinogenic COPC 
bles because the total HI is greater than 1. 

L COMMENTS 

4.3. Par- 
:nt between 13GWO6 and 13GW05 should be included in this discussion. 

/ 

Table 5-3 1.32,-k 
The tables of tibly 
The J values are) mi 

md 36 
ical results should be consiste,nt.with the analytical results from Appendix H. 
sing throughout these tables. 

Figures 5-8 
1 

Sample ID’s sh&lc 
9MW02R and g;M\ 
analytical resulti 01 

es 5-9 
I 
I/ 

Sample ID 9Wy2N 

,I 6.0 xuzconp 
; j 

The following iftic 

! 
. A complete 

report. ” 
‘I 
,i . Once the ex 

quarterl$ ro 
to confi)n I 
to recon’,une 

1 
. Additiojpal 

conclusijon 
VOlCaniC~all~ 
the ele+tec 
soil sm,/ple 
proven+ce 
activities. 

./ 
. Prior to /rec8 

be consistent with the sample ID’s presented in Appendix H. Sample ID’s 
102s should be corrected to “9GWO2R” and “9GW02S”. The J values for the 
the figure are inconsistent with the analytical results from Appendix H. 

05 should be corrected to “9MW02N-05. 

ENDATIONS 

ns are recommended. 

analytical data package and validation report must be included in the RF1 

:ent of ground water contamination has been adequateIy delineated, four 
mds of ground water sampling and analysis at SWMU 9 must be completed 
o increasing trends in site contaminant levels. This must be completed prior 
:ding no further action for SWMU 9. 

oil sampling and analysis must be completed at Area 9 to support’the 
hat the inorganic contaminants present are a result of “leaching of 
derived soils.” Current background data does not support this conclusion, as 
levels are above the documented background levels. Additional background 
should be colleizted from NSRR locations with a surficial geology of sirnil~ar 

to that of SWMU 9 sampling areas and no historical impact from site 
8 

lmmending no further action at Tanks 214,215,216, and 217, compliance 
t G of 40 CFR 280 must be demonstrated. 

‘0 
with SubpA 

:I , 

i/ 


